This study is similar to others that have looked at the quality of RCTs reported in the dental disciplines assessed using the CONSORT criteria. [1] [2] [3] It has identified similar findings noted within the other dental disciplines, namely that we could do better at reporting the RCTs we undertake in dentistry.
This study has a much narrower focus in comparison the others noted above, looking as it does at only three core dental public health journals. As a consequence it will not have included all the RCTs that could have been included within the remit of dental public health. But along with the other papers noted above [1] [2] [3] it does contribute to the available information about the quality of reporting of dental research.
The guidance for authors for each of the three journals searched now recommends the use of CONSORT for reporting RCTs. However, of these only Community Dentistry and Oral Epidemiology is formally listed on the CONSORT website (www.consort-statement.org) as an endorsing journal. While reporting studies in line with the CONSORT statement is a laudable aim and will improve the overall quality of research it is important to bear in mind that it is still necessary to establish whether the results of the studies should be believed, and this can be undertaken by establishing the risk of bias. 4 What is disappointing though is that 56% of the RCTs in this sample did not include any details of the randomisation, with 62.5% not reporting on whether the outcome assessors were masked.
While the authors report some indication that there are signs of improvement in more recent years, there is still clearly much to be done to improve the quality of research reporting.
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